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The Final Office Action mailed July 24, 2008 has been reviewed and carefully 
considered. Reconsideration of the above-identified application, as herein amended and in view 
of the following remarks, is respectfully requested. 

Claims 1,3-16 ax>d 1 8-20 are pending in this application. Claims 1 , 3, 9 and 15 have 
been amended. Claims 2 and 17 have been cancelled without prejudice. No new matter has 
been added. 

8102 and 103 REJECTIONS 

Claims 1, 6 and 8 were rejected under 35 U S-C §102(e) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent No, 6,592,627 to Agrawal et al. (hereinafter "Agrawa!")- Claims 2-8 and 15-20 
were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Agrawal in view of U,S. 
Patent No. 6>341,306 to Rosenschein ct al. (hereinafter Rosenschein). Claim 7 was rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Agrawal in view of U.S. 5999179 to 
Kekic et al. (hereinafter Kekic). Claims 9-14 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Agrawal in view of "Shared Folders: Your Online Conference Room" by 
Doug Anderson, heieinafter "Anderson." Applicant respectfully disagrees with the rejections. 

Claim 1 has been amended to incorporate the features of claim 2, namely to recite, 
truer alia: 

* \vherein said association step further comprises enabling an options 
list to appear with respect to the at least one first e-mail message: 

' selecting an associate option on the options list: and 

'selecting the second e-mail, wherein the second e-mail is caused to be 
automatically associated to the at least one first e-mail to form an associated 
group of e-mails: . . 

Claim 9 has been amended to recite, inter alia^ "controlling whether at least one of the 
user-defined discussion topic heading and at least one associated email is to be displayed to a 
recipient of the at least one email message bv selecting at least one of a show associations 
option and a hide associations option on a reply e-mail to be sent to a recipient; and showing 
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at least one of the discussion topic heading and associated e-mails of the reply e-mail to the 
recipient if the show associations option is selected." 

Claim 15 has been amended to recite, inter alia, "selecting a second e-maU for 
causing the second e-mail to be automatically associated to the at least one first e-mail to 
form the associated group of e-mails. 

While Agrawal generally teaches a system for sotting Emails, the sorting system of 
Agrawal matches an incoming email to a profile of a folder, and does not enable an email to 
be directly associated to another email, as presently claimed. In Agrawal, one or more 
documents (emails) are moved into the folders based on their re.?pective profiles. Each 
profile is determined based on a sample document which represents a user-desired example 
of the type of document that folder should contain. An incoming email is matched to a folder 
based on having the highest probability of matching content to the folder. 

Thus. Agrawal's system is based on learning folder profiles based on sample 
documents and moves remaining documents into the folders accordingly. See Abstract, and 
Col. 2, lines 50-53. which recites: «[A]Iso. the method includes automatically associating 
substantially all of the documents in the database with one or more folders, based on the 
sample documents." However, there is no disclosure or suggestion m Agrawal of at least 
associating the at least one first email with a second email by enabling an association option 
whtoh fi«her comprises enabling an options list to appear with respect to the at least one finrt 
e-mail message; selecting an associate option on the options list; and selecting the second e- 
mail. wherein the second e-mail is caused to be automatically associated to the at least one 
first e-mail to fonn an associated group of e-mails, essentially as claimed In claims 1 and 15. 

It is important to note.lhat in Agrawal. since emails are organized by simply being 
assigned to folders, a new folder must be created for each different topic, and fiirthermore 
m Older for Agrawal's document association to occur, a sample document or rules 
rep^entative of the desired classification indicia must d,en be put into the folder to represent 
.t. profile. See Col. 4. lines 51-60: "[A]s shown in block 50. the user can establish a tree-Hlce 
hierarchy of empty folders by conventional means... Moving to block 52, the user inputs for 
each folder, one or more classification indicia in the form of sample documents. In addition 
the user can define classification rules such as "send all emails from John to folder #3 » ' 

in stark contrast to Agrawal. the present invention advantageously provides a user- 
controlled e-mail organi^ation techmque which eliminates the need to c«ate a new folder 
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Lu, or subject healing may b. directly «»ci>.ed »i* e-h Cher. Tb. ft« the „«d 

. r,«ae2 lines4-10. However, in Aefawal,rt IS clear that only 
invention 5ee Specification, page 2, lines h lu. 

invention, p .„,.^^«t are erouoed together, and thus in any way 

emails which are similar to a sample document are groupeo tog 

'associated' with each other. 

Nowtee to Ag,aW is i. disclosed or su«es«d that a second em.1 ts s,lec.ed ,0 

cause association ofsame With a first email. , ^„„<»„f 

PlnaOy.A^v^rallsto.lscloseorso^es...e.^^M.i.r.1 r ,.r ^l^ 

^^■,,-^..„..H;^..Mo..ooiche.dw^nda ,^a.tirn.ail.t,tot)..iwl.y'a^ 
^^^^^^;^^ij^^;d,c.in««le.s.oneofashowassoo,auo«^ 

J,ea«oneofthe«on.opicheaaing^.ssoci«.dc-«>«Uof,he^.y»n.U^ 

«,.pie., if .he show as^ciaUons opdc» is sel^ted. e3se,«i-ly cUtaed .n eta, 9. 
,.isrei,era,edtha.thee,,«re=y«ema«d»=««.<'«^AEra«alisdirec»d»wards 

o.,ani^g docun-ents on a user's per«nal eo,^ only, i» - 

„Lv nls for controllin, how =n^ U to b. displays, to a .ecipi««. nan«ly. >^ 

h!f!Lio.onane.,naU.saasocUdonsn,aybesho™»orhMdenfi^^ 

"""TheExan-ine. poin.su. C0..7,««s 53-56 wi*«.3rds«.d»sbo«/ma.a,so«a«0^ 

opUons and states.. ^..a.. users «onldh^d»=»e«n««o»U«,v..^i^^^^ 
,r„s would aU have acs^neopdonto show or hide associations." indeed. CoLV.ltnea 53 

56 recites: 

"Proceeding to block 104 the logic c^ SA^^Jh bet^e^ the normal inbox 
View and the category based view as desired by the user. 

Clearly. Agrawal simply describes wherein a user may switch between viewing a 
normalinbo^cviewaadafolder-basedviewwhenviewinghisAteremails. Suchafolder- 
based view is presented for display to the user only, as desired by the user. This is not to be 
confused with a user having the abiUty to control the way an email is to be displayed to 
another user (a recipient) as essentially presently claimed in claim 9. There is no disclosure or 
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suggestion not any ability for a user to control whether at least one of the user-defined 
discussion tonic heading and associated ema ils is to be disttlayed to a recipient of the at least 
one email message by selecting at least one of a show associations option and a hide 
associations option on a reply e-mail to be sent to a recipient; and showmg at least one of the 
discussion topic heading and associated e-mails of the reply e-mail to the recipient if the 
show associations option is selected, essentially as claimed in claim 9. 

With respect to claim 1 5, it is respectfully asserted that Rosenschein fails to cure the 
deficiencies of Agrawal, Rosenschein involves a system for obtaining and retrieving 
information from a database by designating at least one word appearing in a display of a body 
of text generated by a first computer, wherein the at least one designated word is transmitted 
via a network to a second computer. Data relating to the at least one designated word are 
received from the second computer. However, Rosenschein has nothing to do with email 
organization, much le$$ organizing e-mail messages to fonn at least one of an associated 
group of e-mails or an associated e-mail-to-topic group in at least one of the user's mailboxes. 
Indeed, the Examiner merely cited Rosenschein as allegedly teaching right clicking on an 
options list. However, it is readily apparent that Rosenschein fails to cure the deficiencies of 
Agrawal, and namely fails to disclose or saiggest at least wherein tiie associated group of e- 
mails is formed by the user causing an options list to appear vrith respect to at least one first 
e-mail message, selecting an associate feature from said options list, and selecting a second e- 
mail for causing the second e-mail to be automatically associated to the at least one first e- 
mail to fonn the associated group of e-mails, essentially as claimed in claim 15. 

With respect to claim 9, it is respectfully submitted that Anderson fails to cure the 
deficiencies of Agrawal. Anderson is cited as allegedly teaching a 'global email folders 
based on projects.* What Anderson teaches is a 'shared folder* concept, to simulate an online 
conference room in which everything that is put into a folder in one user's Cabinet, appears 
in the same folder in other users' cabinets, and vice versa. However, Anderson fails to 
disclose or suggest a least controlling whether at least one of the user-defined discussion 
topic heading and at least one associated email is to be displayed to a recipient of the at least 
one email message by selecting at least one of a show associations option and a hide 
associations option on a reply e-mail to be sent to a recipient; and showing at least one of the 
discussion topic heading and associated e-mails of the reply e-mail to the recipient if the 
show associations option is selected, essentially as claimed in claim 9. 
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After careful review, the Applicant noted that Anderson generally describes 'folder 
rights' in which docximents in the shared folder carry their own set of tights, independent of 
the rights granted by the folder. In Anderson, users must be granted rights to documents in a 
shared folder by the owner of the document. However, this is not to be confused with 
controlling whether at least one of the user-defined discussion topic heading and at least one 
associated email is to be displayed to a recipient of the at least one email message by 
selecting at least one of a show associations option and a hide associations option on a reply 
e-mail to be sent to a recipient, as presently claimed. Instead, in Anderson, each document 
owner must separately grant the user the right to view the document. There is no provision 
in Anderson enabling a met to control whether a recipient of an email message is be 
presented with a user-defined discussion topic heading or associated email messages to 
the email message being sent. 

Accordingly, it is respectfully asserted that independent Claim 1 is patentably distinct 
and non^obvious over Agrav^al for at least the reasons set forth above. Claims 6 and 8 
depend from claim 1 and are therefore believed to be patentable and nonobvious for at least 
the reasons stated for claim 1. 

Also, it is respectfully asserted that independent Claim 9 is patentably distinct and 
non-obvious over Agrawal in view of Anderson for at least the reasons set forth above. 
Claims 10-14 depend from claim 9 and are therefore believed to be patentable and 
nonobvious for at least the reasons stated for claim 9. 

Further, it is respectfully asserted that independent Claim 15 is patentably distinct and 
non^obvious over Agrawal in view of Rosenschein for at least the reasons set forth above. 
Claims 1 6-20 depend from claim 15 and are therefore believed to be patentable and 
nonobvious for at least the reasons stated for claim 15. 

With respect to the §103 rejection of claims 2-5 and 7, the rejection of claims 2-5 and 
7, is based, in part, on the contention that Agrawal discloses or suggests the features of claim 
1, from which such claims respectively depend. However, in light of the above amendments 
and discussion, it is clear that the combination of Agrawal and/or Rosenschein and/or Kekic 
is legally deficient, since, at the very least, as explained above, Agrawal does not disclose or 
suggest the features of claim 1, from which claims 2-5 and 7 depend. 

It is therefore respectfully submitted that the present invention is not disclosed or 
suggested by the cited references taken alone or in combination. Claims 1, 3-16 and 1 8-20 
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are believed to be in condition for allowance for at least the reasons stated above. Early and 
favorable reconsideration of the case is respectfiiUy requested. 

CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing^ Applicants respectfully request that the rejections of the 
claims set forth in the Final OfSce Action of July 24, 2008 be vvithdra>vn, that pending Claims U 
3-16 and 18-20 be allowed^ and that the case proceed to early issuance of Letters Patent in due 
course. 

It is believed that no additional fees or charges are cunrently due. However, in the event 
that any additional fees or charges are required at this time in connection vsdth the application, 
they may be charged to Applicants ' representatives Deposit Account 
No, 07-0832, 
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Thomson Licensing LLC 
Patent Operations 
P.O. Box 5312 
Princeton, NJ 08543-5312 
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Respectfully submitted^ 

LOUIS ROBERT LITWIN ET AL, 
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Jefl[T<^y D. Hale, Attorney 
Registration No. 40,012 
(609) 734^6444 



